The decision to migrate involves both "push" and "pull" factors. Push factors force migrants out of rural areas while pull factors attract rural folks to the urban areas. The information set which displays the realities on the ground, if positive will motivate a potential migrant to move to an urban area and vice versa. Movement of labour for agriculture in the rural areas decreases resources needed to help promote the needed growth in the sector. With a sample size of 46,110 household members from two batches (about 3000 farmers/households for each batch) of selected farmers who enjoyed agricultural interventions (technology), a probit model is estimated to find the factors that influence the decision to urban-migrate. In particular we discuss the question of whether the MiDA intervention through the training of farmers on various techniques/technologies to be more productive, has had an impact on farmers' as well as their household members' decision to urban-migrate. Generally, household, Farmer Based Organization and individual characteristics were considered in the model. We find that, farmers and their household members in the Southern Horticultural belt were less likely to migrate while those in the Northern Agricultural Zone were more likely to migrate to the urban area. Education, households with returned migrants, and remittances were positive in influencing the decision to urban-migrate. On the other hand, being self-employed and being married reduces the probability that an individual will migrate. Generally, the differential economic opportunities through the relative increased knowledge in the urban areas remain a pull factor of labour resources of the undeveloped rural agricultural sector. Bridg-E. E.-A. Mochiah et al. 1188 ing the gap between the expected income differential of rural and urban areas resulting from differences in knowledge and opportunities will be the key to reducing this phenomenon as suggested by [4] and many other studies.
Introduction
The most popular perception about why people migrate is often explained by the simple idea of obtaining a better standard of living but in reality it is a bit more complex. People may migrate not only because they are looking for better living standards but also perhaps for cultural reasons. According to [1] , and [2] , rural-urban migration is a response to the high demand of labour by an industrial sector, which assures workers greater levels of productivity, and investor's positive profits superior to the opportunities found in the traditional agricultural sector. According to these models rural regions are over-populated relative to their ability to feed themselves; labour productivity is low and approaching zero, which results in a subsistence level of production and provides incentives for migration to the cities. Expected, rather than current income differential are used to explain why individuals decide to move from the rural to urban areas ( [3] and [4] ) in less developed countries and until the expected urban income equals the rural income, people will continue to migrate. Reference [5] also argued that rural-urban migration occurs as a result of the perceived difference in income and standard of living between both areas.
Reference [6] - [8] suggested inclusion in the Harris-Todaro model, of information on costs of living and potential migrants' education levels when computing the probability of securing an urban job. According to [9] it is capital mobility, workers moving to places where capital is more productive, that leads to labour migration.
The decision to migrate involves both "push" and "pull" factors. Push factors force migrants out of rural areas while pull factors attract rural folks to the urban areas. A number of empirical researches have built on this ground to examine individual's motivation to migrate to the urban areas and primarily economic considerations were the most important reason (e.g. [10] - [12] ). "Push" factors used in some studies include unemployment, lack of rural credit, rural poverty, lack of land, and perception of high wages from urban employment while the "Pull" factors used include urban educational opportunities, marriage and joining the family already at the destination.
Aside these, there is also the information flow influence. Consider that you have a relative, or a friend of the family, in an urban location or at least the name and address of somebody who knows your family and who will treat you sympathetically and assist with housing and finding a job, and perhaps has explained the rules of the game in the urban center, the two choices become clear enough to the potential migrant-whether to migrate or not. Information flow that displays the realities on the ground to be favourable and conducive to the potential migrant will be motivating enough to pull the individual to the urban area and vice versa.
It is in this light that this paper seeks to look into the decision to migrate from the rural to urban centers using data from the 3 MiDA interventions zones in Ghana. In other words, what do individuals consider when they want to urban-migrate. The key issue of this study then, is to assess the MCA-Ghana programme which sought to reduce poverty by improving the production and productivity of farmers. A key feature of the programme was to increase commercialization of agriculture by eliminating the medium and long-term agriculture development bottlenecks. Farmers under the MCA programme underwent business and technical training. The training aimed at equipping farmers with skills in aspects of business numeracy, business literacy, agriculture production best practices, credit management, contract management, business plan development, and group formation and development. This was to help transform the subsistence way in which farmers undertake agriculture production.
Specifically, the study will try to find out  Whether MiDA training reduces the probability of farmers and their household members migrating to urban areas; and  The general contributing factors that promote individuals to make the decision to urban-migrate. Section 2 looks at some factors that influence the decision to migrate followed by Section 3 with the methodology. The fourth section presents the results and it is made up of descriptive statistics and results from the regression. Section 5 looks at the summary and conclusions with the 6th section highlighting the bibliography. Section 7 contains the appendix (Tables 11-14) .
Factors That Influence the Decision to Migrate
There are several factors that has been researched on and suggested to be factors responsible for migration. Among them is the popular one of economic. Since the early 1990s Malaysia has become the major destination for Indonesian women migrant domestic workers. This trend arguably relates to the relative success of Malaysia's economic development program which has resulted in more job opportunities and higher salaries than are available in Indonesia. In addition, the close proximity of Indonesia and Malaysia ensures that travel between the two is relatively cheap. On another level, the assumed cultural and religious similarities make women feel that migrating to Malaysia is a "safe" option [13] .
When discussing the movement of people between two sites, economists and demographers have largely focused their attentions on economic determinants. Existing research indicates that economic necessity is one of the fundamental issues that affect women's decisions to migrate [14] . According to [15] , perceived wage differentials between domestic service in sending countries and receiving countries, combined with the lack of job opportunities for uneducated and unskilled women, have propelled many Indonesian women to migrate to Malaysia. Migration involves costs, risks and uncertainty. However, when the choice facing women with children to take care of is poorly paid domestic work in the home country or better paying domestic work abroad, it is not surprising that many opt for the latter. For many single mothers, divorcees and widows, lack of education and skills prevents them from securing rewarding employment in their area of origin, migration sometimes is the only viable economic option left for the survival of the family and the future of their children [16] .
The lack of viable and financially rewarding economic alternatives in the home country is one of the reasons many educated Filipino women opt to work as domestic workers in other countries where they can gain higher financial rewards [17] . According to [18] , more than 50 percent of Filipino women have been employed prior to migration, with the biggest concentration being in clerical work followed by domestic service. Even though these migrants were in paid work prior to migrating, the lack of attractive employment opportunities in the country of origin combined with more favourable working conditions in the destination country act as major pull and push factors in their decision to look for work overseas.
Migration is seen as substitute for well-paying jobs and consumer credit. For many households in less developed countries migration is not only a strategy to increase income, it is used to overcome failures in capital, credit and futures markets. Households attempt to overcome market failures by making an investment in the migration of one of its members. When the migrant member starts remitting, the household recovers its investment and the new income can be used to finance different family projects [19] - [24] .
Remittances from migration can also be a very strong reason to migrate. This strategy is aimed at further socioeconomic advancement; in this case remittances are used to enhance the long-term economic status of households through investments in capital assets that will generate income. The use of remittances for this purpose is closely related to local markets and economic opportunities in sending communities [25] . Previous ethnographic work in Guatemala emphasizes that Mayan migrants who return from the United States find pride in owning land for agriculture, thus use remittances to acquire land-for maize and bean production-as well as for building a house [26] . In addition, remittances also allowed indigenous migrants to participate on the otherwise restricted Ladino land and cattle businesses, which "permits them to slowly challenge ethnic roles that have developed over the last five centuries" [26] .
Additionally, in rural Mexico migrant remittances have been found to have indirect short-term effects and long-term asset accumulation effects on the level and distribution of farm income, land and livestock holdings [27] . Remittances are normally used for consumption purposes, including subsistence needs, household furnishings, and durable goods. Within this framework, migration is used for family maintenance, and not necessarily for socioeconomic mobility. In these households, after basic needs are met, remittances are more likely to be used for housing. While money investment on housing increases the wealth of households, it does not improve the income capacity of households.
Not only are migration decision based on economic reasons. Studies of overseas domestic workers from the Philippines indicate that significant numbers of Filipino women migrate for reasons other than economic necessity [28] . Reference [29] used an in-depth interview and indicated that women's decisions to migrate are a complex amalgam of economic necessity and the problems caused by the gender ideologies which pervade Indonesian society. In other words, economic motivation is only one of many complex reasons behind decisions made by women to migrate as domestic workers to Malaysia. Reference [29] explained that the family units of some respondents in his study in Indonesia featured multiple asymmetrical power relations between husband and wife, mother and daughter, and father and daughter. He further explained that women and children have limited power and as such decisions of the parents are considered final with no chance at all for the decided-for-individual to make a decision. Decisions of marriage and education are made by the parents as [30] implied in his statement, 'within such complex structures (family units)... young girls and young women are among the least powerful.' In such a case if a young woman is married to a man who lives outside the locality, then the woman in question might migrate to join the husband. Even in instances where the women make education and marriage decisions, there would still be a potential migration for the reasons of marriage or education.
Occasionally, however, non-economic motives related to gender injustice can be dominant in a woman's decision to migrate. These motives include domestic violence and marital problems [14] [31] . In [29] work in Indonesia, sexual harassment emerged as the main motive in the case of one female respondent where she confessed that, rather than economic motives, the major influence for migrating had been the sexual harassment she endured from her brother-in-law.
Methodology

Sampling and Stages of Sample Selection
It was based on a randomized phase-in approach. It took advantage of the fact that not all FBOs' that were to be part of the programme could be trained at the same time and so implicit in the programme design itself was some degree of phasing. The study therefore took advantage of this and randomized the FBOs that were to be in the different phases of the training programme.
A Multistage selection approach involving both stratification and clustering of the sample was used. The stratification was based on the three zones (Southern Horticultural Belt, Afram Basin and the Northern Agricultural Zone). The sample is clustered at the FBO level. These zones in all had 23 1 districts across the country. The sample was selected in two stages. In the first stage, there was a selection of FBO's within each Zone. From 600 primed FBO's made available from Millennium Development Authority (MiDA), Institute of Statistical Social and Economic Research (ISSER) who were the evaluators of the agricultural part of the intervention, randomly selected the FBOs that were to be given early training against those that were to get late training. This was done in a participatory manner with the executives of these FBOs. In the second stage we randomly selected 5 farmers from each of the 600 FBOs.
This approach was done for both Batch I and Batch II farmers but at different times. The surveys were conducted over three (3) The treatment took the form of offering training to members of the selected FBOs and a starter-pack (which consisted of seeds, fertilizer, a package for land preparation and other inputs as per the needs of that farmer).
Econometric Model
We adopt a probit model to examine the effect of the treatment on the individual's future decision to migrate to the urban area. We take advantage of the panel nature of the data and estimate a random effect model to identify the effect of treatment on the future decision of individuals to urban-migrate. The empirical model of interest is of the form:
where is the dependent variable (outcome variable) which takes the value of one (1) when an individual decides to future migrate; otherwise, it is zero. In getting the dependent variable, we looked at two main questions which were the factors that would be considered if an individual will want migrate in the future and where they were likely to migrate to. Based on the responses on the location, we selected our sample based on those that selected the capital towns of the 10 regions of Ghana. This was because all these towns are urban with population more than 5000 people (Ghana Census, 2010) and also majority of the sample chose those locations. Table 1 presents a list of all the variables used in this study. The variables can be grouped into individual, household, FBO and other characteristics. Table 1 . Name of variables and their descriptions used in the study.
Variables Generated and Used
Names of Variables
Description of variables The distribution of farmers across the MiDA zones is shown in Table 2 . The distribution of the sampled farmers (ex-ante) across the three zones was respectively 27 percent, 39 percent and 34 percent for the Southern Horticultural Belt (SHB), Afram Basin (AFB) and Northern Agricultural Zone (NAZ) overall. The realized distribution across the two batches however differed slightly. For instance, in the batch one the distribution was about 26 percent, 41 percent and 33 percent respectively for Southern Horticultural Belt, Afram Basin and Northern Agricultural Zone. In the case of the batch two, the realized distribution of sample was respectively 27 percent, 38 percent, and 35 percent.
Individual characteristics
Discussion of Results
Descriptive Statistics
This section presents the demographic characteristics of the MiDA FBO members and their members. It also looks at information on household migration both ex-ante and ex-post. Demographic characteristics presented include sex, age, educational attainment, marital status and the relationship to the household head. Household characteristics such as age-sex composition, household sizes and sex of household head are also presented. The migration status and the reason for future migration are also presented. The tables are generated based on FBO members who completed the two rounds of surveys. Table 3 shows the percentage distribution of the demographic characteristics of the selected MiDA FBO members who took part in the two surveys, by batch and MiDA zone. About 60 percent of the farmers in Batch I and 57 percent of the farmers in Batch II were males. For each Batch, there was a higher proportion of females in the NAZ than in the two other zones, especially in the SHB where the ratio of male to female farmers was about 2:1 compared to a corresponding ratio of almost 1:1 in the NAZ. In terms of age, the age group 40 -49 years emerges as modal age group of the farmers in both Batches, accounting for 30 and 29 percent respectively of Batch I and Batch II. Less than 1 in 6 of the farmers (about 13%) were aged 60 years or over and the overall mean age of the farmers was about 45 years for both batches. The age pattern and resultant mean ages is similar across the three MiDA zones although the farmers in the NAZ are slightly younger on average.
Demographic Characteristics of MiDA FBO Members
About 7 in 10 of the farmers were the heads of their household and the rest were mainly the spouses of the heads of household. We note some differences across the MiDA zones. In the NAZ, the percentage of the farmers who were the heads of their household was lower compared to the other two Zones. In Batch I, about 83 percent of the farmers in the SHB indicated they were the heads of their household as compared to about 56 percent of the farmers in the NAZ. Also in Batch II, 81 percent of the farmers in the SHB indicated they were the heads of their household as compared to 52 percent of the farmers in the NAZ. This observation could be explained by the fact that the proportion of female farmers was higher in the NAZ and females are usually not heads of their household, especially in the NAZ.
Concerning marital status, about 83 percent of farmers in the Batch I were married with a further 4 percent in a consensual union. About 1 in 10 of them were divorced, separated or widowed and only 2 percent were never married. A higher proportion of the farmers in the Northern Agricultural Zone were married as compared to the other two zones (90% for NAZ, 81% for Southern Horticultural Belt and 79% for Afram Basin).
The educational levels of the farmers were generally found to be low. For both batches, about 4 in 10 of the farmers have never been to school and only 1 in 10 has secondary or higher education. The lack of education was more pervasive among farmers from the northern zone with about 8 out of 10 of them not having any formal education. Despite these educational limitations, literacy and numeracy levels were quite encouraging. As shown in Table 4 , about 50 percent of the farmers in each Batch were able to read simple sentences proficiently and about 70 percent were able to do a written calculation proficiently.
Characteristics of Household Members of MIDA FBO Farmers
The demographic characteristics of the household members of the selected FBO members are shown in Table 5 . The distribution of the household members by sex shows near gender parity with either sex constituting approximately 50 percent of the number of household members. However, the same representation is not reflected on the sex of the head of household. The males dominating with about 87 percent and about 88 percent for the Batch I and Batch II respectively. Male dominance as household heads is more pronounced in the NAZ with more than 9 in 10 of all household heads being males.
Distribution of the household members by age shows a heavy representation at the base with more than 20 percent of the household members being age less than 10 years. The age group 10 -19 accounts for the largest percentage of the household members across all the MIDA zones, accounting for about 26 percent of Batch I farmer households and about 25 percent of Batch II farmer households. Combining these two age groups shows that more than 50 percent of the household members are less than 20 years of age. On the upper end of the dis- tribution, 0.7 percent are 80 years or older and less than 6 percent of them are 60 years of age or older. The median age is 18 years for Batch I and 17 years for Batch 2 with no much difference across zones. The distribution of the household size shows that more than 50 percent of the households consist of more than 3 members and about 10 percent of the households consist of 8 or more members. Farmers in the NAZ tended to have larger household sizes with mean household size of 5.05 members for the Batch I farmers compared to 3.90 and 3.66 for the corresponding farmers in the SHB and AFB zones respectively. Average household size for the entire Batch I farmers is 4.28 persons. This pattern of the household size across the MiDA zones and the implied overall average household size is similar to the Batch II intake of farmers. Table 6 shows the migration status for the sample population of FBO household members aged 7 and above in all batches and rounds of the FBO survey. In the FBO households studied, over 60 percent of the sample were non-migrants, that is, they have never been involved in any form of migration. The proportion of returned migrants was the least of all the migration statuses for all batches and rounds of the survey.
About 49.8 percent and 59.9 percent respectively in Waves 1 and 2 of the sample in Batch 1 said they would possibly migrate to the urban area in the future. In Batch 2, the proportion of potential migrants to the urban area Table 7) . Table 8 gives the proportion of potential migrants by MiDA intervention zones and it is obvious that many potential migrants to the urban area were in the Northern Agricultural belt with the least proportions being in the Southern Horticultural Belt. Table 9 gives the potential reason for future migration to the urban area. Among these reasons, education was the most important in all Batches and Waves of data collected averaging over 25 percent. Seeking employment and accompanying parents are the next most important reasons after education respectively. Other family reasons, marriage, relocating business, health and war are some other reasons that were given as a possible cause of future migration to the urban area. War was the second most important reason given after education in Batch 1 Wave 1.
Accra was the most chose location by potential migrants. This is not surprising as Accra being a regional capital for Grater Accra Region, couple as the Capital of Ghana. This is followed by Tamale which is the regional capital of the Northern Region. This again is understandable following the fact that many of the potential migrants are from the Northern Agricultural zone. Kumasi which is the capital town of the Ashanti Region and one of Ghana's few cities follows. In Batch 2 Wave 2, Tamale is the most chosen urban destination followed by Accra and finally Kumasi.
Regression Results
The probit regression results reported in Table 10 (Equations (1) and (2), Equations (3) and (4), and Equations (5) and (6)) represent selected all members, FBO members and non-FBO members in the household who hand the intention to migrate in the future (ex-ante migration). The impact variable (treat-time) in all columns of the table was not significant implying the training had no influence on individual's decision to future migrate to the urban area irrespective of whether or not the member is a selected FBO member. From the variable Batchdum, the chances of household members in the second batch of selected farmers to urban-migrate reduces by 5.2 percentage points (Equation (1)), 6.5 percentage points (Equation (3)) and 4.7 percentage points (Equation (5)) respectively for all members, selected FBO members and Non-FBO members.
The probability of urban-migrating increases by about 2 percentage points if individuals are in the Northern Agricultural Zone (midazNAZ) while it reduces by 8 percentage points if they are in the Southern Horticultural Belt (midazSHB). Individuals in households with no rights over land (noright_land) are more likely to urbanmigrate with a probability of 7.1 percentage points for all household members, 8.3 percentage points for se- lected FBO members and 6.7 percentage points for non-FBO members. Again individuals in households who have inherited land (inherit) would want to urban-migrate in the future. The chances are higher for selected FBO members (5.9 percentage points) than for non-members (2.6 percentage points). The size of household cultivated land (size_ha) reduces the chances of household members migrating to the urban area implying larger sizes translate to lower tendencies to migrate. Household remittances received also influences the decision to migrate positively (lTranfers) by 0.7 percentage points generally as suggested by Taylor, et al., 2006 . Income from crop sales (lincome) and the amount of loan received (lloanamt) by households create a positive likelihood for future migration to the urban area by its members −0.2 and 0.8 percentage points respectively in Equation (2) . These outcomes could be explained from Equations (4) and (6) . Non-members are the ones that are likely to migrate due to crop sales and not selected FBO members (Equation (6)). On the other hand, selected FBO members are likely to migrate if they were able to acquire loans (Equation (4)). After a certain threshold of income from crop sales, non-selected household members will not want to migrate in the future and this is measured by the variable lincomesquare. The number of people in a household (hhsize) also positively influences the decision to migrate by 0.7 percentage points for selected FBO members and 1.1 percentage points for non-selected members. Overall, it increases the chance to migrate by 1.0 percentage points. Households with returned migrants (Rmigrants) positively influence the decision to migrate by 2.8 percentage points generally and 3.5 percentage points for non-FBO members. Returned migrants could act as evidence of how "good" or "bad" it is to migrate and this information flow or evidence plays a significant role in deciding to migrate. Being an FBO executive (executive) reduces the probability of migrating by 2.6 percentage points overall and Table 10 . Regression results for the decision to urban migrate by all household members, Selected FBO members and Non-FBO members.
All household members Selected FBO member Non-FBO member
Equation (1) Equation (2) Equation (3) Equation (4) Equation (5) Equation (6 In terms of some educational variables, having the ability to do written calculation (writtencal) improves the chances of migrating to the urban area −7.5 percentage points, 2.8 percentage points and 8.6 percentage points for all household members, selected FBO members and non-FBO members respectively. Individuals with education levels above senior high school (AboveSSS) are more likely to migrate probably for higher education in the urban area as suggested in Table 9 . In the same light, individuals with no education (noeduc) would also want to migrate and the likelihoods are 2.4 percentage points and 1.8 percentage points for selected FBO members and non-members respectively. As suggested by [6] - [8] , the probability of securing an urban job has to do with information cost and the level of education of potential migrant and so the likelihood of an individual with high level of education getting an urban job is high. This could also be the reason for the positive influence of high education on the decision to migrate. Selected FBO members who were either injured or ill two weeks before the survey (illinjury) were 3.9 percentage points more likely to migrate. However, non-FBO member in similar condition were 5.9 percentage points less likely to migrate.
Household housing characteristics also had its share of influences on its members' decision to migrate. Individuals in households that own their dwelling (HHowns_dwelling) were less likely to migrate by 1.0 percentage points generally and 2.5 percentage points if individual is a selected FBO member. Households that use as their main cooking fuel wood, charcoal or animal waste relative to others like LPG and electricity (wood_charc_ waste) had its non-FBO members and overall members being more likely to migrate (2.3 percentage points and 2.0 percentage points). If electricity is the main source of lighting for households, its members are more likely to migrate to the urban area (3.2 percentage points). This may be because they see the impact of having electricity in one's social life and the ability to enjoy more amenities that are limited or not available in the rural setting. The variable Poor_housing is an interactive variable of households that have no toilet facility and uses Thatch, leaves or Raffia as their roof. This is positive and so increases the likelihood of its members wanting to migrate by 2.7 percentage points and 3.5 percentage points for only non-FBO members. Selected FBO-members in households with their roofing being corrugated iron sheets (roofIronsheet) are less likely to migrate with a probability of 3.6 percentage points. Generally all individual with thatch, leaves or raffia are less likely to migrate (3.1 percentage points). Generally from the above variables, poor housing is synonymous with poor households and as such these households are more likely to want to seek better conditions elsewhere, hence might migrate to the urban area.
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
The study provides an assessment of the MiDA training on farmers and their household members' decision to urban-migrate. We look at the various factors that could act as "push" or "pull" factors as well as general factors that will influence the individual to make the decision to migrate to the urban area in the future. A probit regression is used to estimate the determinants of the decision to urban-migrate. Generally, household, FBO and individual characteristics were considered in the model.
We find that, farmers and their household members in the Southern Horticultural belt were less likely to migrate while those in the Northern Agricultural Zone were more likely to migrate to the urban area. The major destination chosen by these potential migrants were Accra, Tamale and Kumasi which are the capital towns of Greater Accra, Northern and Ashanti regions.
Remittances were seen as an important pull factor since it was positively influencing the decision to migrate. Again households with returned migrants were more likely to migrate and this clearly is from the point of view of information sharing. The evidence provided by these returned migrants encourages other household members to want to migrate. However, farmers that were executive members of FBOs as well as household members that were married were not likely to migrate. This is probably due to the responsibilities they hold. Household members that had their own jobs to do or considered self-employed were not willing to leave their jobs behind.
Education plays a major role in the decision to migrate to the urban area. From the descriptive statistics in Table 9 , it was clear that majority of individuals will want to migrate due to education and this was confirmed in the probit model by the education variables. Individuals with education level above senior high school will want to urban-migrate. This could be explained by Harris-Todaro model of expectations of high earnings in the destination area as opposed to the current area of residence. Higher earnings are correlated with higher education and as such those individuals with higher education will want to move to areas that they expect to receive higher earnings. On the contrary, those with no education will also want to migrate and this could be explained by the expected job opportunities that are perceived to exist in the urban areas ( Table 9) .
Household housing characteristics of households with poor roofing and no toilet facilities increases the chance of one migrating to the urban-area. Electricity in households promotes migration maybe for want of more amenities that are non-existent in the rural areas even though there is electricity.
It is evident in the study that the MiDA training has no impact on the decision to migrate to the urban area but poor housing characteristic, remittances and education do positively influence individuals' decision to migrate.
By way of recommendations, more economic opportunities through increased productivity to bridge the gap between the expected income differential of rural and urban areas will be key as [4] suggested. Aside this, a lot more work should be targeted at ex-ante as oppose to ex-post situations as the adverse effect of migration could be mitigated through research findings before the actual migration process takes place. 3 
